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ABSTRACT
IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ADOLESCENT DATING AND DELINQUENCY
SPURIOUS? THE ROLE OF SELF-CONTROL IN EXPLAINING THE CORRELATION
BETWEEN DATING AND DELINQUENCY
by
Amber Elaine Swindell
University of New Hampshire, December 2014

Research suggests a relationship exists between dating and delinquency among
adolescents. The goal of this thesis was to further consider the relationship between
adolescent dating and delinquency, and test the possibility that self-control could serve
as a confounding variable. Using OLS regression and two waves of New Hampshire
Youth Study data, a longitudinal dataset composed of two cohorts of adolescents, I
tested the cross-sectional and longitudinal relationship between adolescent dating and
delinquency. Cross-sectionally, findings suggest dating and delinquency are
significantly related, even upon adjusting for self-control and demographic controls.
Longitudinally, levels of dating appear positively associated with changes in delinquency
even after adjusting for self-control. Conversely, changes in the level of delinquency do
not predict changes in dating. Disaggregating findings by age and gender indicates
some variation in the above relationships with the most notable being that dating is a
stronger predictor of delinquency among younger, rather than older, adolescents.

x

INTRODUCTION
Parents, teachers and others responsible for the supervision of adolescents have
long been aware that the onset of dating and delinquency are two of the challenges they
face in effectively raising, teaching, and mentoring adolescents. Until recently, the
relationship between adolescent dating and delinquency was largely understudied.
However, research has paid increasing attention to the relationship between dating and
delinquency over the past decade. Academics, primarily criminologists, have sought to
determine if any correlation exists between adolescent dating and delinquency.
Overwhelmingly this research suggests that delinquency and heterosexual dating are
correlated among adolescents such that individuals who date more are also more likely
to engage in more delinquency than their counterparts (Seffrin, Giordano, Manning, and
Longmore 2009, Eklund, Kerr, and Stattin 2010, McCarthy and Casey 2008, Rebellon
and Manasse 2004, Eklund et al. 2010, Worthen 2012, Kim 2013).
Not surprisingly, a variety of theoretical approaches have been suggested and
tested as explanations of the relationship between adolescent dating and delinquency.
Suggested explanations of the relationship between dating and delinquency include
labeling theory, which hinges on the acceptance of a deviant label as a result of dating
which then leads to participation in delinquency. Another theoretical approach that may
explain the delinquency-dating relationship is social learning theory, the idea that the
delinquency that adolescents take part in is learned through their relationships. A dating
partner is a potential source of learning delinquent behaviors. No research, however,
has tested the possibility that the relationship between dating and delinquency may in
1

fact be spurious, resulting from the influence of the individuals’ levels of self-control on
their participation in each behavior. Self-control theory assumes that people generally
seek self-gratification, and their level of self-control is reflected in the ability to resist
criminal temptations (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990)
indicate that those with low levels of self-control seek the most immediate gratification
available to them, which may be criminal, but could also be sexual or romantic. I
hypothesize that the level of self-control that an individual has may affect their
participation in dating behaviors. If self-control is correlated with both delinquency and
dating, it is possible that the correlation between dating and delinquency is spurious.
The goal of this thesis is to address the gaps in the literature referred to above.
Specifically, I aim to examine the strength of the correlation between dating and
delinquency and then examine whether it may be spurious, reflecting the influence of
self-control on both dating and delinquency. The research question is: Does the
relationship between dating and delinquency among adolescents found previously
remain when the individual’s level of self-control is held constant?
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CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW
The Delinquency-Dating Relationship
A growing body of research has examined the relationship between dating and
delinquency among adolescents. Dating and deviance are both behaviors that are
widely considered part of adolescence with adolescents nearing the peak of the agecrime curve and often entering into dating for the first time (Kreager and Haynie 2011).
Many studies find a relationship between dating behavior and deviance, suggesting that
delinquency may increase dating frequency and/or that dating may increase the
likelihood of delinquent behaviors (Rebellon and Manasse 2004, Eklund et al. 2010,
Worthen 2012, Kim 2013, Seffrin et al. 2009, Eklund, Kerr, and Stattin 2010). Rebellon
and Manasse (2004) suggest that delinquent behaviors are looked at favorably by the
opposite gender among respondents to the 1970’s National Youth Survey as indications
of positive adaptive behaviors such as bravery, increasing dating behavior while the
dating behavior itself reinforces delinquent behaviors. Drinking in particular may
increase adolescents’ likelihood of having a partner (Engels and Knibbe 2000).
Sylwester and Pawlowski (2011) found that generally when considering long term
partners individuals prefer risk avoiders, while risk taking is attractive in short term
partners, suggesting that at least among some individuals, delinquency may be a
desired behavior in an approach to seeking a partner.
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Some studies anticipated that dating increased individuals’ delinquency, either
through frequency of participating in dating, or from the added influence of those
relationships, and increased contact with broader networks as a result of the dating
relationship (Kim 2013, Kreager and Haynie 2011). According to Cui and colleagues
(2012), the number of romantic relationships an adolescent has is related to their
delinquent behavior in early adulthood, even when age, gender, and puberty are
controlled. In addition, beyond delinquency, dating impacts health harming behaviors,
some of which are included as delinquency in this study, such as smoking and drinking
(Aalsma, Carpentier, Azzouz, and Fortenberry 2012, Miller, Lansford, Costanzo,
Malone, Golonka, Killeya-Jones 2009). Studying 8th graders longitudinally, Aikins and
colleagues (2010) found that adolescents’ levels of deviant behavior increased upon
entering into romantic relationships and this increase surpassed the normal increase
expected from the age-crime relationship. Miller and colleagues also found that
adolescents with partners were both more likely to drink, and be more aggressive.
Similarly, exposure to partners who smoke increases the likelihood that the individual
will start smoking if they previously had not, and reduces their likelihood of cessation if
they had previously smoked (Kennedy, Tucker, Pollard, Go, and Green 2011).
Significantly, although Aalsma and colleagues (2012) found that there was a partner
influence on participation in health-harming behavior, there was limited partner impact
on health protective behaviors included in their study.
Dating partners’ deviant behaviors and academic achievement levels are
significantly related to individuals’ own deviant behaviors and academic achievement
(McCarthy and Casey 2008, Kreager et al. 2012, Lonardo et al. 2009). Limited
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research, in fact, suggests that individuals may be even more influenced by the
behavior of their romantic partners than by that of their parents or peers generally, and
that the impact of dating partners is unique from that of friends (Lonardo et al. 2009;
Haynie, Giordano, Manning, and Longmore 2005). Gudonis-Miller and colleagues
(2012) found that in predicting substance use the dating partner was influential,
although less so than individual level predictors.
Possible explanations of this relationship are provided by Harden and Mendle
(2011) whose findings indicate that underlying genetics influence both dating and
delinquency, and by Giordano and colleagues (2008), who found that individuals were
likely to select partners similar to themselves. Another possible factor in this relationship
is that more delinquent adolescents report more contact with their partners, while those
with higher rates of dating report higher levels of unobstructed contact with their
partners and potentially delinquent peers (Giordano et al. 2010, Seffrin et al. 2009). For
those who have higher levels of dating, the trouble-making identity associated with
dating causes adolescents to become more delinquent (Seffrin et al. 2009).
Variations in the Delinquency-Dating Relationship by Gender
Gender is a common control included in dating-delinquency research, and a
number of authors identify gender differences in the relationship between dating and
delinquency (Eklund et al. 2010; Cauffman, Farruggia, and Goldweber 2008; Kerig
2014; Haynie, Giordano, Manning, and Longmore 2005). Eklund and colleagues (2010)
found that dating amplified individuals’ deviant behavior more strongly for females.
Dating is often used as an explanation for the higher level of delinquency among certain
individuals, particularly as female arrests increase (Cauffman et al. 2008; Kerig 2014).
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Female offenders are more likely to have dated older partners, although Cauffman and
colleagues indicate that this in itself is not responsible for increases in delinquency.
Females, particularly in shorter relationships, are especially susceptible to the antisocial
encouragement of their partners (Cauffman et al. 2008; Monahan, Dmitrieva, and
Cauffman 2014). Cauffman and colleagues 2008 found in addition, that this relationship
varies by the warmth of the adolescents’ relationship to their opposite sex parent.
Although generally males are not seen as being encouraged to participate in antisocial
behavior by their female partners, Monahan and colleagues (2014) indicate that
younger males are more likely to be impacted by their partners, while females are more
likely to be susceptible to their partners as they age. Gender was included in the
present study as a control and findings were disaggregated by gender.
Variations in the Delinquency-Dating Relationship by Age
A second control variable used in the present study following a number of
previous works is age (Eklund et al. 2010; Kim 2013; Worthen 2012; Fidler, West,
Jarvis, and Wardle 2006). Age is a significant factor in understanding the relationship
between dating and delinquency (Kim 2013, Worthen 2012). Worthen (2012) found a
relationship between dating, parental bonding, and delinquency, and that this
relationship varied by both gender and age. Similarly, the results of Kim’s (2013) study
indicate that the positive effect of dating on delinquency decreases with age and that
the decrease is faster for females than males.
Other studies including Eklund and colleagues (2010), found that early dating is
associated with delinquency. Using dating trajectories to understand the relationship
indicates that early onset of dating behavior, which is often characterized by a lack of
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the sequence in dating that is seen in other dating trajectories, is associated with more
negative outcomes (Connolly, Nguyen, Pepler, Craig, and Jiang 2013). Orpinas and
colleagues (2013) considered dating, academic achievement and substance abuse,
finding four trajectories of dating in individuals. Both trajectories associated with earlier
dating were also associated with more negative outcomes such as greater participation
in delinquent behaviors and lower academic achievement (Orpinas et al. 2013).
Furthermore, particular aspects of delinquency, like smoking, are often associated with
the early onset of dating (Fidler et al. 2006) One possible explanation of this relationship
provided by Fidler and colleagues (2006) is the adolescent striving for maturity.
Although the present study did not test for interaction effects using multiplicative
interaction terms, disaggregating by age allows some interpretation of age differences in
the dating delinquency relationship beyond what controlling for age provides.
Dating or Sexual Activity
Sexual activity within the dating relationship may be responsible for some of the
association between dating and delinquency. Nedelec and Beaver (2012) found that
sexual involvement was a predictor of delinquency longitudinally and cross-sectionally,
and that predictors of sexual involvement included attractiveness and physical maturity.
Among certain later adolescents the relationship between sexual activity and
delinquency decreases and when occurring within a dating relationship sexual activity
can be associated with lower participation in delinquency (Harden and Mendle 2011,
McCarthy and Casey 2008). McCarthy and Casey (2008) found that without romantic
involvement sexual activity increases delinquent behaviors, but while adolescents are in
a dating relationship, sexual activity is not a predictor of delinquency. This finding was
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further developed by Harden and Mendle (2011) who found that among older
adolescents, sexual activity within relationships is related to lower levels of delinquency.
Furthermore, Butera and colleagues found that early sexual activity is not a predictor of
delinquency once confounding variables are controlled. It is possible, however, that
sexual activity is more influenced by the normative culture within the neighborhood the
adolescents live in than any other factors, including dating, and delinquency (Warner,
Giordano, Manning, and Longmore 2011). Although sexual involvement may be a factor
in dating relationships that impacts delinquency, the present study was not able to
directly include the sexual behavior of participants, however some elements of sexual
activity are likely involved in any dating measure.
Theoretical Explanations of the Relationship
Explanations of the adolescent dating-delinquency relationship can be derived
from multiple theoretical approaches. Theoretical approaches suggested in prior
literature to interpret the relationship between delinquent behaviors and dating include
labeling, attachment, and social learning. While social learning could be used to
interpret the influence of partners, as a source of delinquent behaviors that are learned,
it has primarily been harnessed to explain the reinforcement of delinquent behaviors
(Rebellon and Manasse 2004). This theoretical approach suggests that dating
perpetuates delinquency because the opposite gender is attracted to the adaptive
behaviors exhibited in delinquency (Rebellon and Manasse 2004).
Alternately, labeling theory might provide the explanation for the dating and
delinquency relationship through acceptance of the trouble maker label (Seffrin et al.
2009). Adolescents who participate in dating are more likely to be exposed to
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unstructured contacts with other adolescents. As a result, they may develop and
internalize a view of themselves as troublemakers (Seffrin et al. 2009). Although Seffrin
and colleagues (2009) found support for this theory, they also indicate that choices an
adolescent makes in pursuing dating or not can expose them to delinquent models and
lead them to develop a trouble making identity.
Giordano and colleagues (2010), specifically tested Hirschi’s (1969) social bond
theory and the idea that delinquent youth form “cold and brittle” bonds to their peers.
Giordano and colleagues’ (2010) findings however, contradicted Hirschi’s (1969) theory,
when they found that delinquency was not related to the level of intimacy or importance
of the relationship the adolescent was participating in. Based on the findings of
Giordano and colleagues (2010), social bond theory does not appear to account for the
consistent finding that dating and delinquency are associated. These mixed theoretical
approaches suggest a lack of consensus and the need for the application of an
alternative theoretical approach, which may provide better overarching explanations, to
understanding the relationship between dating and delinquency among adolescents.

Self-control Theory
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) developed self-control theory in their book, A
General Theory of Crime. Self-control is an individual characteristic developed through
parental monitoring and sanctioning in childhood, with poor parenting practices such as
insufficient supervision, failing to set clear rules, or punish consistently after violations of
rules resulting in children with low self-control (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990, Arneklev,
Grasmick, and Bursik Jr. 1999). Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) believe that an
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individual’s level of self-control is set by the age of ten (Turner and Piquero 2002). This
project tests self-control theory as an explanation of the relationship between
adolescent dating and delinquency. Generally, self-control theory is a popular
criminological theory, which has been widely supported in empirical research (Pratt and
Cullen 2000).
According to self-control theory, higher levels of self-control are associated with
lower levels of delinquency, while lower levels of self-control result in higher levels of
delinquency (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). People with lower self-control are less
likely to consider the long term consequences of an action and will generally act in a
way that fulfills their immediate desires and grants the most immediate pleasure while
those with high levels of self-control typically behave in an opposite manner, making
decisions based on potential long term benefits (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) specifically indicate “(1) impulsivity and inability to delay
gratification; (2) lack of persistence, tenacity, or diligence; (3) partaking in novelty or
risk-seeking activities; (4) little value of intellectual ability; (5) self-centeredness; and (6)
volatile temper” are manifestations of low levels of self-control (Piquero, Jennings, and
Farrington 2010).
Testing Self-Control Theory
There are two types of scales used by most researchers for testing self-control
theory, one based on Grasmick and colleagues’ work (1993) and the other based on a
more recent reconceptualization of the self-control construct made by Hirschi (2004)
(Rocque, Posick and Zimmerman 2013). According to Hirschi’s reconceptualization of
self-control, self-control involves cognitive decision making regarding potential long and
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short term consequences of choices (Piquero and Bouffard 2007). Those with low selfcontrol make choices for their short term benefits without considering the impact of long
term negative consequences (Piquero and Bouffard 2007). In order to measure
Hirschi’s reconceptualized self-control, researchers count the negative consequences
reported and multiply them by the importance of that consequence to the social group
the adolescent resides within (Piquero and Bouffard 2007).
The most commonly used of the scales is that of Grasmick and his colleagues
(1993), which includes questions reflecting each of the six components of low selfcontrol including risk taking and impulsive behaviors, created to measure self-control
(Rocque et al. 2013). Hirschi (2004), however, argues that his measure of self-control
more accurately reflects actual levels of self-control (Rocque et al. 2013). Rocque and
colleagues (2013) examined and compared both scales, finding that there was some
difference between the two scales, but that both were adequate measures of selfcontrol though each requires future revision. The present study used the Grasmick and
colleagues (1993) scale due to its inclusion in the survey used, and the consistency of
findings that although there are alternative measures, none appears to be a superior
measure of self-control.
Specialization or Versatility in Delinquency
Some authors argue that those who participate in delinquency generally do not
specialize, while others identify differences in offending versatility based on the
individuals’ characteristics (McGloin et al. 2007, Adams and Pizarro 2014, Deane,
Armstrong, and Felson 2005, Ritakallio, Kaltiala-Heino, Kivivuori, Luukkaala, and
Rimpela 2006). Deane and colleagues (2005) found that violent and non-violent
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offenders differed in their continuing delinquency, remaining focused on either nonviolent or violent offences with only weak generalization for some types of offenses. In a
study of homicide offenders, specialization prior to committing homicide varied by gang
membership (Adams and Pizarro 2014). Among adolescents, delinquent specialization
varies by depression and gender (Ritakallio et al. 2006). It is also possible that as an
individual ages the delinquent activity they participate in changes as their opportunities
change resulting in shifting specialization and explaining previous findings that
offenders are predominantly versatile (Armstrong 2008, McGloin et al. 2007).
According to self-control theory, however, individuals will participate in deviant
behaviors out of self-interest focusing on forms of deviance that are the most accessible
to them (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). Generally, research has supported the
hypothesis that most individuals participate in diverse delinquent behaviors across the
life course (McGloin, Sullivan, and Piquero 2007, Adams, Pizarro, and Pratt 2014). The
present study includes a measure of delinquency that combines a variety of forms of
delinquency. As a result of the general support for diversity of delinquency that
individuals partake in, I chose to combine these measures rather than attempt to identify
individual, specialized types of delinquency.
The Stability of Self-Control
According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), self-control does not change
significantly after the first decade of life in relation to others’ levels of self-control. In
addition, Arneklev, Grasmick, and Bursik Jr.’s (1999) found that self-control does not
change significantly across time among individuals. However, research on this topic is
somewhat inconclusive, with other authors finding that for at least some of the
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population levels of self-control continue to change significantly into adulthood (Hay and
Forrest 2006, Meldrum, Young and Weerman 2012). Hay and Forrest (2006) found that
for 80 percent of their sample there was strong stability of self-control over time.
Another sixteen percent of their sample, however, exhibited significant changes in selfcontrol across time (Hay and Forrest 2006). Similarly, Meldrum and colleagues (2012)
found that overall self-control increases over time, and self-control continues to evolve
into adolescence more significantly than expected and can decrease.
One proposed way that an individual’s level of self-control might be changed is
by interaction with peers (Meldrum et al. 2012). According to Meldrum and colleagues
(2012), the individual’s level of self-control is positively related to their peers’ levels of
self-control. As adolescents associate with peers with higher, or lower, levels of selfcontrol than their own, their individual levels of self-control will mirror that of their peers
(Meldrum et al. 2012). In addition, Chapple (2005) found that self-control’s effect on
delinquency may be mediated by deviant peers. It is also possible that self-control can
be intentionally changed through programs and policies directed at increasing selfcontrol among children and adolescents (Piquero et al. 2010). Although Gottfredson and
Hirschi largely did not address the possibility of creating programs to change selfcontrol, and primarily made suggestions regarding types of programs that would not
work, some programs have seen success in increasing self-control and those changes
in self-control can reduce delinquency (Piquero et al. 2010).
For the purposes of the present study the adolescents’ self-control will be
measured at two points in time for two separate sets of cross-sectional analyses, and at
one point in time for longitudinal analyses. Even as limited research has found some
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changes in self-control after age 10, much research also finds a high degree of stability
in self-control (Arneklev, Grasmick, and Bursik Jr.’s 1999, Hay and Forrest 2006). As
such, the present study’s use of self-control measures at two different time points
should not pose a major problem for interpretation of results.
Self-Control and Dating Behaviors
Self-control has not regularly been applied as a predictor of dating behaviors.
However, according to self-control theory all behaviors that are sought for their
immediate gratification are reflective of low self-control (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990,
Piquero et al. 2010). This may be dating, or sexual behaviors in the same way that it
might be criminal acts, reflecting adolescents’ attempts to satiate their immediate
desires without considering long term potential consequences. In addition, some dating
behaviors are generally considered risky, and lower levels of self-control are correlated
with an increased risk of victimization, including sexual assaults, potentially as a result
of greater exposure to others with low self-control (Franklin, Franklin, Nobles, and
Kercher 2012).
Some self-control literature addresses the relationship between an individual’s
level of self-control and their peer relations. According to self-control theory, individuals
with similar attributes are more likely to associate with one another; essentially, friends
are selected for their similar levels of self-control (Young 2011). Individuals with low
self-control are also likely to have unstable relationships (Chapple 2005, Gottfredson
and Hirschi 1990). According to Chapple (2005), self-control predicts association with
deviant peers and rejection by peers, potentially even rejection among deviant peers.
Children with low self-control are often rejected by conventional peers and are likely to

14

select into delinquent groups, where delinquent behaviors become more accessible, but
relationships are relatively unstable (Chapple 2005).
Although self-control has not been typically applied to dating behaviors in prior
research, self-control theory provides an effective explanation for participation in dating
behaviors. Furthermore, existing research suggests that not only are adolescents with
lower levels of self-control more likely to participate in dating overall as a result of their
tendency to seek instant gratification, but they are also more likely to date others with
low self-control, and be exposed to further risks as a result (Chapple 2005, Young 2011,
Franklin et al. 2012, Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).

Limitations of the Research
Limitations of the self-control research include the self-control scales, the
stability, or lack thereof, in individuals’ self-control, and the possibility of non-response
resulting from incomplete surveys of those with low self-control. The presence of two
potential and imperfect types of measures of self-control (Rocque et al. 2013) indicates
the need for further research to create a more accurate individual scale. Research on
self-control is also inconclusive regarding the stability of self-control. Although there
exists evidence that self-control is a stable trait for most individuals, there is also
evidence that some individuals’ levels of self-control are malleable over time (Meldrum
et al. 2012, Turner and Piquero 2002, Piquero et al. 2010). Some of these limitations,
such as the use of an imperfect scale and relying on the stability of self-control are also
limitations of this study.
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There are also several limitations in the literature on the relationship between
dating and delinquency. Despite the apparent influence of age on the relationship
between dating and delinquency, there is little research that divides adolescents by age
(Worthen 2012). Much of the previous literature is also limited as a result of relying on
older or regional data which may not be representative of the current US population
(Rebellon and Manasse 2004, Seffrin et al. 2009, Warner et al. 2011, Giordano et al.
2010). There is also a lack of agreement among researchers on how to measure dating,
a challenge facing many researchers today (Orpinas et al. 2013). Few researchers
looked at the potential of delinquency to promote future dating behaviors, remaining
largely focused on dating as the causal factor despite Rebellon and Manasse’s (2004)
findings that delinquency promoted future dating in addition to the reinforcement of the
delinquent behaviors through dating. Finally, the primary limitation addressed by this
thesis is that no author previously controlled for self-control when testing the
relationship between dating and delinquency, leaving the possibility that both higher
rates of dating and delinquency are caused by lower levels of self-control previously
untested.
Hypotheses
In order to develop an understanding of how self-control influences adolescent
dating, delinquency and the relationship between them I will test the following research
questions. Does the relationship between dating and delinquency seen within previous
literature exist within the sample used for this project? Specifically, does holding selfcontrol constant reduce the relationship between dating and delinquency? Following the
existing literature on adolescent self-control, dating, and delinquency, I test the following
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competing hypotheses regarding the relationship between adolescent dating and
delinquency.
Hypothesis 1
There is no bivariate relationship between dating and delinquency.
Hypothesis 2
There is a bivariate relationship between dating and delinquency.
Hypothesis 3
The relationship is spurious, such that setting self-control constant will eliminate
the significant relationship between dating and delinquency.
Hypothesis 4
The relationship is not spurious and, as such, a partial correlation between dating
and delinquency will remain even after setting self-control constant (i.e., controlling
statistically for a measure of self-control).
Hypothesis 5
Dating is a significant predictor of delinquency cross-sectionally and
longitudinally and the relationship is not reciprocal.
Hypothesis 6
The relationship is reciprocal and dating and delinquency are each longitudinal
predictors of the other.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY
Data
Data for this project comes from the New Hampshire Youth Study (NHYS).
Unlike data sets previously used to consider the relationship between dating and
delinquency, the NHYS includes responses about participants’ self-control in addition to
their dating and delinquency behaviors. The NHYS is an ongoing longitudinal survey
collected by researchers at the University of New Hampshire (UNH) with funding from
the National Science Foundation (NSF) (Award #1026803). I received approval to use
the data from its custodians via email on November 4, 2013. Unlike previous data sets
used in testing the relationship between dating and delinquency, the NHYS includes a
full measure of self-control. The first wave of the NHYS was collected in 2006 at eight
middle schools and five high schools across southern NH. The survey is administered
every six to twelve months to two cohorts, beginning when one cohort was in sixth
grade and the other in ninth grade. Surveys were administered at the participants’
middle and high schools until they exited the school system, at which point respondents
were provided with a computerized questionnaire to be completed online. Survey
questions included self-reports of attitudes about delinquency, and dating, friendship,
and delinquency behaviors. Respondents are given a ten dollar gift card to a national
chain of bookstores for each survey they participate in.
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I selected wave three (N=941), collected between November and December of
2007 and wave six (N=839), collected from May to September of 2009, of the NHYS for
use in this project. At wave three, among the participants who identified their gender
(n=938), 41.6% of the sample was male while 58.4% were female. Age and gender of
participants in the survey at wave three were distributed fairly evenly into two clusters
reflecting the two cohorts in the study. At wave three, 939 participants identified their
grade level with 52.5% stating they were in seventh grade. Forty-six percent were in
their sophomore year of high school, or tenth grade, and the remaining 1.5% of
participants were distributed between the sixth, eighth, ninth, and eleventh grades. Of
those who provided their age at wave 3 (n=936), 38.2% were twelve, 14% were thirteen,
30.8% were fifteen, and 15.2% were 16. 1.8% of the sample was eleven, fourteen, or
seventeen at wave three.
Nine hundred twenty-eight participants provided their race at wave three and the
sample was predominantly white (79.4%), with Hispanic as the second most common
race at 6.6%. Five percent of the sample listed their race as “other,” while AfricanAmerican and Asian American were 3.7%, and 3% of the sample respectively. Less
than one percent of the sample at wave three was Native American and 1.3% of
participants listed themselves as being of more than one race.
I chose the NHYS and specifically waves three and six, because all the relevant
questions were included in the survey at both waves. Waves one and two of the survey
included and excluded some different measures of delinquency that are included in
waves three and beyond. Because wave three is the earliest wave to include all of the
measures of delinquency I will be using, I selected it for analysis. Wave three also
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reflects the point at which the youngest survey participants, sixth graders at the start of
the survey, were predominantly older than 11, and thus had entered adolescence as
defined by the literature (Worthen 2012). Wave six is the last wave of the survey in
which a large portion of the survey participants remained school aged. By selecting
wave six and wave three I allowed for the longest possible time period between two
comparable waves for responses to vary while maintaining the highest possible
response rate. The approximately two year period between waves also reflects the
movement of many of the participants from early to middle and middle to late
adolescence.

Variables
For the purposes of this project I will use dating and delinquency as both
independent and dependent variables. In order to determine if the relationship between
dating and delinquency among adolescents is reciprocal I performed two versions of all
the statistical tests, first with delinquency as the dependent variable and dating as the
independent variable, and then with dating as the dependent variable with delinquency
as the independent variable. Control variables included demographic variables, selfcontrol, and in longitudinal analyses, a lagged measure of the dependent variable.
Independent Variables
To represent dating and delinquency as both independent and dependent
variables I created scales. I ran a factor analysis including all of the variables in both
scales. All of the variables included in the dating scale clustered together, while all of
the variables in the delinquency scale clustered together. The variables for dating
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remained separate from those representing delinquency. In cross-sectional wave three
analyses and longitudinal analyses I used measures of dating and delinquency from the
wave three data as the independent variables. For cross-sectional analyses at wave six,
the delinquency variables from wave six were used as independent variables.
Table 1. Descriptive statistics.
Descriptive Statistics
Wave 3
Independent
and Dependent
Variables

Control
Variables

Variable

N

Min

Max

Mean

S.D.

Skew

S.E. Skew

Dating

890

0

12

5.390

3.603

0.119

0.082

Delinquency

802

0

45

5.097

5.975

2.532

0.086

Self-Control

771

0

72

42.646

13.110

-0.234

0.088

Age

936

11

17

13.719

1.608

0.153

0.080

Race

928

0

1

0.206

0.405

1.458

0.080

Gender

938

0

1

0.584

0.493

-0.342

0.080

N

Min

Max

Mean

S.D.

Skew

S.E. Skew

Dating

815

0

12

5.841

3.358

-0.082

0.086

Delinquency

747

0

50

6.556

6.906

2.631

0.089

Self-Control

727

0

72

42.146

13.131

-0.022

0.091

Age

836

12

22

15.132

1.642

0.235

0.085

Race

836

0

1

0.178

0.383

1.685

0.085

Gender

838

0

1

0.586

0.493

-0.349

0.084

Wave 6
Independent
and Dependent
Variables

Control
Variables

Variable

Dating – The survey questions I selected to represent heterosexual dating in this
analysis are the ordinal level questions “I have a boyfriend or girlfriend,” “I have gone on
dates in the past,” “I have had many different boyfriends/girlfriends,” and “I am popular
among girls my age” for male respondents and “I am popular among males my age” for
female respondents. All respondents to the survey were asked both questions whether
they considered themselves popular among males and females their age. In order to
include this variable in analysis I removed all responses from females about popularity
with other females and male responses about popularity with other males. Once those
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responses were removed I combined the male responses regarding popularity with
females and female responses to how popular they felt they were with males to create a
variable that represented how popular participants felt they were with the opposite
gender which I used in analyses. For the purposes of this study I did not address nonheterosexual relationships.
To compute a scale of dating behavior I combined responses to each “I have a
boyfriend or girlfriend,” “I have gone on dates in the past,” “I have had many different
boyfriends/girlfriends,” and the variable I created to represent popularity with the
opposite gender. Survey participants responded to each of the dating questions on a
scale from zero to three, where zero represents “strongly disagree” and three
represents “strongly agree.” Using the compute variable function in SPSS I summed
respondents’ actual scores on each of the survey questions on dating to create a scale
of participation in dating behaviors. The resulting scale representing dating ranged from
a low of zero to twelve where zero represents respondents who strongly disagreed with
all four statements, i.e. a non-dater, while twelve represents individuals who strongly
agreed with the four statements, i.e. someone who participates heavily in dating
behaviors. I repeated the above process to create a scale for dating at both wave three
and wave six of the NHYS.
Delinquency – I also computed a scale representative of delinquency for analysis
at wave three and wave six. NHYS participants were asked a series of twenty-six
questions regarding their participation in delinquent behaviors and were asked to
provide a numeric response to how often they participated in these behaviors over the
prior six months. Delinquent behaviors included theft, violence, drug use, and property
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damage. I created a scale of delinquency first by recoding all delinquent behavior
responses into three possible responses, zero, one, and two, to represent no
participation, some participation, and high participation in each given delinquent
behavior. I first removed non-numeric responses to the delinquency related questions
on the NHYS surveys from the sample. Some of the non-numeric responses included
“none,” “some,” and “tons.” I chose to remove all of these responses because the
researcher’s interpretation of any non-numeric written responses may not align with the
intention of the adolescent who completed the survey. For each of the twenty-six
delinquent behaviors, responses of no participation in a deviant behavior in the previous
six months were coded as zero. Responses of one or two times participating in a given
behavior in the previous six months were coded as one, and responses of three or more
occurrences of a delinquent behavior were coded as two. Finally, I computed a
delinquency scale by adding the assigned scores for each delinquency variable together
resulting in a scale with potential responses from zero to fifty-two, with zero
representing no participation in delinquent behavior and fifty-two representing high
levels of participation in all delinquent behaviors.
I opted against removing unusually high responses entirely to prevent introducing
bias into the sample by only removing participants who over-reported their participation
because it would be impossible to identify those who underreported. Because the NHYS
is a self-report survey of adolescents, I assume that there are some instances of both
over and under-reporting in the sample. I chose to recode the variables in order to retain
numeric responses to delinquency questions that were very high (e.g. participation in
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one delinquent behavior several thousand times in the prior six months), while making
those responses more meaningful in the analysis.
Dependent Variables
As with the independent variables, dating and delinquency were both used as
dependent variables in separate portions of the analyses. In wave three cross-sectional
analyses, wave three measures of dating and delinquency were included as dependent
variables. Similarly in wave six cross-sectional analyses, wave six measures were used
as dependent variables. For longitudinal analyses measures of dating and delinquency
from wave six were included as dependent variables.
Dating – When I used dating as a dependent variable in my models I used the
same overall participation in dating scale I created for use as an independent variable
for both waves three and six. Prior to including the computed scales in analyses I
analyzed their skew. As can be seen in Table 1, the skew of the overall dating scales at
both wave three and wave six is less than twice the standard error of the skew of that
variable, indicating that the distribution of the scale was relatively normal. As a result,
the computed dating scales for both waves were included in the models in the same
form as they were used as independent variables.
Delinquency – As in the case of the dating scales, the delinquency scales I used
as dependent variables were the same as those created as independent variables. Prior
to using the delinquency scales as dependent variables I tested the skew of the
variables, and because high participation in any given delinquent behavior is relatively
rare, the distribution of the delinquency scales were significantly skewed. For both the
wave three, and wave six delinquency scale the skew of the scale was greater than two
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times the standard error of the skew, suggesting the data were not normally distributed.
To reduce or eliminate impact from the skew of these scales on the OLS models I
computed the natural log of both the wave three delinquency scale and the wave six
delinquency scale. In all models in which the delinquency scale was included as the
dependent variable I used the computed natural log of that variable.
Control Variables
Control variables were included in all of the analyses conducted as part of this
project. In all analyses, self-control was included as a control variable. Age, race, and
gender were included as controls in all models and analyses except those in which the
analyses were disaggregated by that variable. Longitudinal models included an
additional control in the form of a lagged measure of the dependent variable. For all
cross-sectional wave three analyses and longitudinal analyses all control variables used
were taken from the wave three data, however for wave six cross-sectional analyses the
control variables used were from wave six data.
Self-Control – The primary control variable in all the analyses in this project was
self-control. Self-control was represented with a scale included in the NHYS, created
following Grasmick and colleagues (1993) self-control scale. NHYS participants were
asked questions measuring their propensity for self-control, such as “I’m more
concerned what happens to me in the short run than in the long run,” and “I often act
fast, without thinking,” as well as their risk taking behaviors. Responses are on a scale
from zero to three where zero represents “strongly disagree,” and three represents
“strongly agree.” I reverse coded the variables such that zero represents “strongly
agree,” and three represents “strongly disagree” in order to set the scale such that lower
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levels of self-control are represented by lower scores on the self-control scale. The selfcontrol scale used was constructed by adding the participants’ reverse coded scores
from each self-control behavior question in the NHYS. The resulting scale was an
overall self-control scale with possible scores from zero, representing low levels of selfcontrol to seventy-two, representing high self-control.
Demographics – Other control variables used in this analysis included age,
gender, race, and self-control. In light of research reviewed above suggesting that the
dating-delinquency relationship varies by gender, the present study controls for gender
and likewise disaggregates multivariate analyses by gender. Gender was represented
by the question “what is your sex?” to which participants had the option of responding
“male,” or “female.” I recoded these responses into a dummy variable such that “female”
is represented by one, and “male” is represented by zero. Respondents were asked
“what is your main racial background” to obtain the variable race. Response options
included African-American, Native American (Indian), Asian American, Caucasian
(white), Hispanic American or Latino/a, and other. Respondents in this data set were not
racially diverse (white=79.4%), and as a result I also recoded race into a dummy
variable where white is equal to zero, and all other races are equal to one. In order to
control for age, I used a variable represented by a question that asked the participants
to write their age. For demographic control I included them in both overall analyses, and
disaggregated the participants into relevant groups to determine if there is a relationship
within one group that is masked by the other in the overall analysis. Disaggregated
analyses were conducted to allow the comparison of the relationship between dating
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and delinquency for males versus females, and pre- and early-adolescents versus midand late-adolescents.
Lagged Delinquency and Dating – In all longitudinal analyses I included a lagged
measure of the dependent variable as an additional control. The lagged measure used
when dating was the dependent variable, was the computed dating scale from wave
three and the lagged measure used when delinquency was the dependent variable was
the computed delinquency scale from wave three. Inclusion of the lagged measures of
the dependent variable in the longitudinal models allowed the longitudinal models to
control for prior levels of the dependent variable and test whether changes in the level
of the dependent variable occurred as a result of the independent and control variables.

Analysis
I conducted the analyses for this project using data from the New Hampshire
Youth Study, and ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression. Statistical software,
specifically SPSS, was used to run frequencies, recode, create scales, and evaluate
survey responses on questions related to delinquency and dating behaviors, and
individuals’ self-control.
Preparation for the analysis included several steps, beginning with applying for
and receiving IRB approval, which was followed with steps conducted in SPSS to
prepare the New Hampshire Youth Study Data once approval was received. Once IRB
approval was received I reassigned all ID numbers associated with the participants in
the waves of data I chose to use and removed any unnecessary identifying data, such
as the school where the data was collected. I then compiled frequencies and created

27

scales to represent participation in dating and delinquency behaviors. I determined the
skew of each variable used in analyses, and for the dating and delinquency scales, if
they were skewed, I calculated the natural log to be used at any point the scale was
included in the model as a dependent variable. I tested to ensure that there was a
correlation between an individual’s level of self-control at wave three and wave six as
would be expected in self-control theory and found a significant, moderate to strong
correlation between individuals’ personal levels of self-control at each wave.
I began analyses using the enter method of OLS regression and conducted
cross-sectional analyses. Using the enter method, I created two models using
delinquency and dating scales, one in which the independent and dependent variables’
relationship was tested with all of the demographic control variables included, and a
second in which self-control was added to the model. I ran analyses with delinquency as
the dependent variable and dating as the independent variable, and vice versa crosssectionally for the variables at both wave three and wave six. Additional models were
created disaggregating by age and gender, such that there were separate models for
males and females, and pre-early and mid-late adolescents.
I followed cross-sectional analyses with longitudinal analyses conducted
following the same procedures for OLS regression in SPSS and using dating and
delinquency scales as independent and dependent variables. Longitudinal analyses
were created using dependent variables from wave six and independent variables and
control variables from wave three to ensure that the independent variables and control
variables occurred first in the time order. As in the cross-sectional analyses, models
were created with the dependent and independent variables, dating and delinquency,
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and the demographic controls. The second longitudinal model included a lagged
measure of the dependent variable. A final model held self-control constant in addition
to the other control variables. Models were disaggregated by demographic controls as
in the cross sectional analyses.
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CHAPTER III
FINDINGS
Dating as a Predictor of Delinquency
Cross-Sectional Models
The first tests run in this project were cross-sectional models using dating as a
predictor of delinquency. The relationship was tested at wave three and wave six in two
separate models, first only using demographic control variables, age, race and gender,
and then adding self-control to the model. At wave three (n=622), holding age, race, and
gender constant there was a statistically significant, positive relationship between dating
and delinquency at the .01 level. As adolescents’ participation in delinquency increased,
so did their participation in dating. Age was also a significant predictor of delinquency at
the .01 level, with increasing age related to increasing delinquency, while neither race or
gender were significant in the model. Age and dating in the model explain 13.5 percent
of the variation in adolescents’ delinquency.
The second model added self-control as an additional control variable. Holding
self-control constant in the model, age and dating both remained positively related to
delinquency with increases in age and dating associated with increases in delinquency.
As in the first model, both age and the dating scale remained significant at the .01 level.
In addition to age and dating, self-control is a significant predictor of delinquency at the
.01 level, among the adolescents in wave three with higher levels of self-control
associated with lower levels of delinquency among the survey participants. Self-control
30

significantly increased the predictive power of the model, such that at wave three, age,
dating behavior, and self-control explains 21.6% of the variation in participation in
delinquent behaviors.
Table 2. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency at wave three with delinquency
as the dependent variable.1

Variable
Age
Race
Gender
Dating
Self-Control
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 3: Predicting Delinquency
Model 1
Model 2
Coefficient
S.E.
Coefficient
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.407
(0.081)**
0.382
(0.078)**
(0.193)
(0.181)
0.035
(0.313)
-0.101
(0.299)
(0.004)
(-0.012)
-0.358
(0.254)
-0.097
(0.244)
(-0.053)
(-0.014)
0.249
(0.036)**
0.146
(0.037)**
(0.266)
(0.156)
-0.079
(0.010)**
(-0.309)
0.135
0.216
622

At wave six (n=637) in the first model, controlling only for demographics, dating
was again a significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level. Increases in dating are
associated with increases in delinquency. The only demographic control variable that
was significant in the model was gender, which was significant at the .01 level and
being male was related to higher levels of delinquency. The first model was, however
relatively week with only about seven percent of the variation in delinquency explained
by gender and dating behaviors of the participant.
The second model was also statistically significant, and adding self-control to the
model added significantly to its explanatory power. Holding self-control constant in

In this, and all subsequent tables statistical significance is denoted by the following: p<.01 = **, p<.05 =
*, p<.1 = †
1
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addition to the controls used in the first model showed dating and self-control were both
statistically significant predictors of delinquency at the .01 level. As in the previous
models, increases in dating and lower levels in self-control were associated with higher
levels of delinquency. Gender was only marginally significant, at the .1 level in this
model, but males continued to be more likely than females to participate in delinquency
even holding self-control constant. Gender, dating behavior and self-control together
explained 19.8 percent of the variation in delinquency. Comparing Model 2 in Table 3
below to Model 1, it is clear that 12.9 percent of the variance explained in the model is
added by self-control.
Table 3. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency at wave six with delinquency as
the dependent variable.
Cross Sectional Wave 6: Predicting Delinquency
Model 1
Model 2
Variable
Coefficient
S.E.
Coefficient
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.017
(0.020)
0.028
(0.019)
Age
(0.032)
(0.055)
0.125
(0.087)
0.046
(0.081)
Race
(0.055)
(0.020)
-0.199
(0.067)**
-0.115
(0.062)†
Gender
(-0.115)
(-0.067)
0.054
(0.010)**
0.028
(0.010)**
Dating
(0.216)
(0.110)
-0.024
(0.002)**
Self-Control
(-0.379)
R2
0.069
0.198
N
637

The cross-sectional models predicting delinquency at wave six were similar to,
but different from the wave three cross-sectional models. In both models from wave
three and wave six dating was a significant predictor of delinquent behavior, even when
holding self-control, age, gender, and race constant. Self-control added significantly to
both the wave three and wave six analyses as well, adding to the power of dating
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behaviors in predicting delinquency. There are two major differences between the
models at wave three and wave six. One, the strength of the relationship between
dating and delinquency is stronger at wave three than it is at wave six. Model 1 in the
wave three analyses accounted for about twice as much of the variance in delinquency
as did Model 1 analysis of wave six. Although the difference is not as large between
Model 2 analyses at the two waves, wave three is slightly stronger in Model 2 as well.
The second major difference between the cross-sectional analyses of the two waves
predicting delinquency with dating is that in wave three age was a significant predictor
of delinquency, while neither of the other demographic variables, age and race, were
significant, but at wave six, while age was no longer significant, gender was.
Disaggregated by Age Group - For further understanding the relationship
between dating and delinquency among adolescents when dating is the independent
variable and delinquency is the dependent variable, I disaggregated the findings by the
control variables. The first categories disaggregated were age groups, allowing the
comparison of pre and early adolescents to mid to late adolescents. In the first model at
wave three among pre and early adolescents (n=353), dating was a statistically
significant predictor of delinquent behavior at the .01 level with a higher score on the
dating scale related to higher scores on the delinquency scale. The relationship was
relatively weak with only nine percent of the variation in delinquent behavior explained
by dating behavior.
In the second model in which the level of self-control was held constant, the
relationship between dating and delinquency remained significant at the .01 level
among pre-adolescents and early-adolescents. Self-control was also a significant
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predictor of delinquency at the .01 level among pre and early adolescents with lower
levels of self-control associated with higher scores on the delinquency scale. About
sixteen percent of the variation in the adolescents’ delinquency is explained through
dating and self-control. The control variables race and gender were not statistically
significant in either model.
Table 4. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age groups
at wave three with delinquency as the dependent variable.

Variable
Race
Gender
Dating
SelfControl
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 3: Predicting Delinquency
Pre and Early Adolescents
Mid and Late Adolescents
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.203
(0.459)
0.141
(0.442)
-0.189
(0.408)
-0.441
(0.383)
(0.023)
(0.016)
(-0.027)
(-0.064)
-0.548
(0.366)
-0.311
(0.356)
-0.112
(0.339)
0.201
(0.321)
(-0.077)
(-0.043)
(-0.019)
(0.035)
0.274
(0.050)**
0.173
(0.052)**
0.225
(0.050)**
0.118
(0.050)*
(0.282)
(0.178)
(0.267)
(0.140)
-0.073
(0.014)**
-0.089
(0.014)**
(-0.286)
(-0.380)
0.090
0.159
0.073
0.196
353
269

In the models testing dating as a predictor of delinquency among mid and late
adolescents in wave three (n=269) the relationship was similar to, but weaker than that
among the younger cohort. In the first model there was a statistically significant
relationship at the .01 level, between dating and delinquency with higher levels of dating
predicting higher scores on the delinquency scale. The individuals’ dating behavior
explained 7.3% of the variation in delinquency. Holding self-control constant reduced
the strength of the relationship between dating and delinquency. Dating remained a
significant predictor of delinquency in the model, but the relationship was only significant
at the .05 level. Self-control was a significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level,
with lower levels of self-control associated with higher levels of delinquency. Dating and
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self-control explained nearly 20 percent of the variation in delinquency. Like in the case
of the pre- and early-adolescents, there was not a significant relationship between the
demographic control variables and the delinquency of the mid- and late-adolescents in
the sample.
At wave six, all of the included variables in the pre and early adolescents models
(n=332) were statistically significant. In the first model with demographic controls
included, race, gender, and dating were all statistically significant predictors of
delinquency at the .01 level. Higher levels of dating were associated with higher scores
on the delinquency scale. Being male, and being non-white were both also associated
with higher levels of delinquency among pre and early adolescents. Race, gender, and
dating explain over eleven percent of the variation in delinquency.
In the second model, adding self-control as a control variable, dating, race, and
gender all remained statistically significant, but only at the .05 level. The direction of all
of the relationships remained the same as in the first model with being male, non-white,
and higher scores on the dating scale all associated with higher levels of delinquency.
Self-control was also a statistically significant predictor of delinquency among pre and
early adolescents. Self-control was significant at the .01 level and lower levels of selfcontrol were associated with higher scores on the delinquency scale. The model
including race, gender, dating behavior, and self-control together explains twenty-five
percent of the variance in delinquency and is moderately strong.
The relationships between race, gender, and dating in wave six among mid to
late adolescents (n=305) was very different from the relationships among pre and early
adolescents in the same wave of data. Dating was the only significant predictor of
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delinquency in the first model, and it was significant at the .01 level. Higher levels of
dating were associated with higher levels of delinquency. The relationship, however was
very weak explaining only 3.5 percent of the variation in delinquency. In the second
model, the relationship between dating and delinquency seen in the first model
disappeared. Holding self-control constant there was no significant relationship between
dating and delinquency. Self-control, however was a significant predictor of delinquency
at the .01 level in the model with dating, race, and gender held constant. Lower levels of
self-control predicted higher scores of the delinquency scale. About fifteen percent of
the variation in delinquency was explained by self-control in the second model. Neither
race, nor gender were significant predictors of delinquency among mid and late
adolescents in either model.
Table 5. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age groups
at wave six with delinquency as the dependent variable.

Variable
Race
Gender
Dating
SelfControl
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 6: Predicting Delinquency
Pre and Early Adolescents
Mid and Late Adolescents
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.344
(0.124)**
0.232
(0.116)*
-0.110
(0.120)
-0.156
(0.114)
(0.144)
(0.097)
(-0.052)
(-0.073)
-0.250
(0.093)**
-0.177
(0.087)*
-0.137
(0.094)
-0.051
(0.090)
(-0.140)
(-0.099)
(-0.082)
(-0.031)
0.065
(0.013)**
0.030
(0.013)*
0.039
(0.014)**
0.022
(0.014)
(0.257)
(0.119)
(0.152)
(0.086)
-0.025
(0.003)**
-0.022
(0.004)**
(-0.400)
(-0.347)
0.114
0.250
0.035
0.148
332
305

Disaggregated by Gender – Disaggregation of the models predicting delinquency
using dating behaviors as the independent variable by gender allowed comparison of
the models at wave three and wave six by gender. First I examined the associations
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among males, and then among females. In model one, age, and dating were statistically
significant predictors of delinquency among males (n=265) at the .01 level in wave
three. Increases in the score on the dating scale was associated with increases in the
delinquency scale. Similarly, increases in age were associated with increases in
delinquency. In model one, age and dating explained about ten percent of the variation
in the delinquency of males at wave three.
In model two, with self-control added as a control variable, dating remained a
statistically significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level for males in wave three.
Age also remained statistically significant, but at the .05 level. Self-control was a
statistically significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level for males in wave three.
Age, dating, and self-control explained fifteen percent of the variation in delinquency
among males in wave three. Race was not a significant predictor of delinquency among
males in either model one or model two.
Table 6. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender at
wave three with delinquency as the dependent variable.

Variable
Age
Race
Dating
SelfControl
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 3: Predicting Delinquency
Male
Female
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.329
(0.125)**
0.292
(0.122)*
0.453
(0.107)**
0.448
(0.100)**
(0.156)
(0.138)
(0.215)
(0.212)
-0.485
(0.496)
-0.598
(0.483)
0.404
(0.406)
0.233
(0.380)
(-0.058)
(-0.072)
(0.049)
(0.028)
0.232
(0.056)**
0.164
(0.057)**
0.264
(0.047)**
0.129
(0.048)**
(0.249)
(0.176)
(0.283)
(0.138)
-0.060
(0.015)**
-0.094
(0.013)**
(-0.242)
(-0.358)
0.098
0.150
0.163
0.270
265
357
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Dating as a predictor of delinquency among females in wave three (n=357) was
very similar to the relationships among males discussed above. In model one, dating
was a statistically significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level among females at
wave three. Age was also a statistically significant predictor of delinquency at the .01
level. About sixteen percent of the variation in delinquency among females was
explained through age and dating. As in the male models, race was not significantly
related to delinquency for females in wave three in model one.
In the second model, adding self-control to the model, age and dating both
remained statistically significant predictors of delinquency at the .01 level among
females at wave three. Higher ages and higher scores on the dating scale were both
associated with higher scores on the delinquency scale among females at wave three.
Lower levels of self-control also predicted higher scores on the delinquency scale
among females at wave three in model two. Self-control was statistically significant at
the .01 level. Age, dating, and self-control explain twenty-seven percent of the variance
in delinquency among females in wave three, over ten percent more variation than was
explained by the same variables for males in the same wave.
In wave six, race and dating were statistically significant predictors of
delinquency at the .05 level among males (n=260) in model one with dating and
demographic controls included. Higher scores on the dating scale were associated with
higher scores on the delinquency scale. The relationship however was weak, race and
dating only explaining 3.5 percent of the variation in delinquency among males in wave
six. Age was not a statistically significant predictor of delinquency in the model.
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Table 7. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender at
wave six with delinquency as the dependent variable.

Variable
Age
Race
Dating
SelfControl
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 6: Predicting Delinquency
Male
Female
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.001
(0.034)
0.011
(0.031)
0.026
(0.025)
0.038
(0.023)†
(0.002)
(0.021)
(0.053)
(0.079)
0.285
(0.141)*
0.216
(0.130)†
-0.006
(0.110)
-0.091
(0.103)
(0.125)
(0.095)
(-0.002)
(-0.041)
0.041
(0.017)*
0.013
(0.016)
0.063
(0.012)**
0.037
(0.012)**
(0.150)
(0.049)
(0.268)
(0.157)
-0.026
(0.004)**
-0.023
(0.003)**
(-0.395)
(-0.366)
0.035
0.181
0.080
0.201
260
377

In the second model, dating was not a statistically significant predictor of
delinquency among males in wave six. Race was a marginally significant predictor of
delinquency in the model at the .1 level, with non-white males more likely to have higher
scores on the delinquency scale than white males. Self-control was a statistically
significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level. Lower levels of self-control were
associated with higher levels of delinquency among males at wave six. Approximately
eighteen percent of the variation in delinquency among adolescent males in wave six
was accounted for by self-control and race in the second model. Age was not a
statistically significant predictor of delinquency among males at wave six in either
model.
Among females at wave six (n=377) in the first model the only statistically
significant predictor of delinquency was dating, which was significant at the .01 level.
Higher scores on the dating scale were associated with higher scores on the
delinquency scale. Dating behavior accounted for eight percent of the variance in
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delinquency among females at wave six in model one. Neither age, nor race was a
significant predictor of delinquency in the model.
In the second model, dating remained a statistically significant predictor of
delinquency at the .01 level among females in wave six when self-control was held
constant. Higher scores on the dating scale predicted higher scores on the delinquency
scale. Age became marginally significant at the .1 level with older ages associated with
higher levels of delinquency. Self-control was a statistically significant predictor of
delinquency at the .01 level, lower levels of self-control predicted higher scores on the
delinquency scale. Age, self-control and dating behavior predicts about 20 percent of
the variation in delinquency among females at wave six. Race was not a significant
predictor of delinquency in the model.
Longitudinal Models
Longitudinal data was used to create three models. The first model, as in the
cross-sectional models was made up of delinquency as a dependent variable, dating as
an independent variable, and demographic controls. The second model included a
lagged measure of delinquency at wave three, and the final model added self-control.
Following initial models, longitudinal models were disaggregated by the demographic
controls and, as in the cross-sectional models, a final set of analysis was run comparing
specific dating behaviors with the scores on the delinquency scale.
In the first longitudinal model (n=490), dating was a significant predictor of
delinquency at the .01 level. Higher scores on the dating scale were associated with
higher scores on the delinquency scale. Gender was also a significant predictor of
delinquency at the .01 level with males more likely than females to score high on the
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delinquency scale. Overall, model one explained about nine percent of the variation in
delinquency primarily through dating and gender. Age and race were not significant in
the model.
Table 8. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency with delinquency as the dependent
variable.

Variable
Age
Race
Gender
Dating
Lagged
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Delinquency
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.019
(0.024)
-0.051
(0.022)*
(0.035)
(-0.094)
-0.077
(0.093)
-0.163
(0.081)*
(-0.036)
(-0.076)
-0.195
(0.075)**
-0.080
(0.066)
(-0.113)
(-0.046)
0.063
(0.010)**
0.029
(0.010)**
(0.266)
(0.123)
0.084
(0.007)**
(0.520)
0.093
0.311
490

Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
-0.044
(0.022)*
(-0.080)
-0.171
(0.080)*
(-0.080)
-0.060
(0.065)
(-0.035)
0.023
(0.010)*
(0.096)
0.074
(0.007)**
(0.456)
-0.009
(0.003)**
(-0.145)
0.326

In model two, adding the lagged measure of delinquency, dating remained a
statistically significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level. Again, higher levels of
dating were associated with higher scores on the delinquency scale. The lagged
measure of delinquency, a measure of delinquency at wave three significant at the .01
level in the model as well, indicating that prior delinquency predicts later delinquency as
would be expected from existing literature. Age and race were both significant in model
two at the .05 level with lower levels lower ages associated with higher scores on the
delinquency scale, and non-whites more likely than whites to score high on the
delinquency scale. In combination with the lagged measure of delinquency model two
suggests that holding the level of delinquency at wave three constant dating is
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associated with increases in delinquency. In addition, younger individuals and nonwhites were more likely to have lower scores on the delinquency scale at wave six than
at wave three. Age, race, dating, and delinquency at wave three predicted 31.1 percent
of the variation in delinquency among adolescents in model two.
Self-control at wave three was added in model three, and even controlling for
prior delinquency, and levels of self-control, dating at wave three remained significantly
related to wave six delinquency at the .05 level. Higher scores on the dating scale were
associated with increases in delinquency from wave three to wave six. The lagged
measure of delinquency was a significant predictor of delinquency in the second wave
used, indicating a relationship between prior delinquency and future delinquency. Selfcontrol was a significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level of delinquency at wave
six. Holding prior delinquency constant lower levels of self-control were associated with
higher scores on the delinquency scale at wave six, suggesting that low self-control
predicted increases in delinquency between waves. Both age and race were significant
in the model at the .05 level. Younger ages were associated with higher scores on the
delinquency scale, as was the non-white racial category. With the lagged delinquency
measure included, the direction of the age and race relationships suggest that younger
and non-white adolescents were more likely to increase their scores on the delinquency
scale between time one and time two than their older, and white counterparts. Gender
was not significant in the model. All together model three explained 32.6 percent of the
variation in delinquency among adolescents.
Disaggregated by Age Group – In model one of the longitudinal analyses
disaggregated by age, dating at wave three was a statistically significant predictor of
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delinquency at the .01 level among pre and early adolescents (n=291). Higher scores
on the dating scale were associated with higher scores on the delinquency scale.
Gender was also a statistically significant predictor of delinquency at the .05 level with
males more likely than females to score higher on the delinquency scale. Model one
explained about ten percent of the variation in delinquency at wave six through gender
and dating at wave three. Race was not a significant longitudinal predictor of
delinquency among pre and early adolescents.
Table 9. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age group with
delinquency as the dependent variable among pre and early adolescents.

Variable
Race
Gender
Dating
Lagged
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Delinquency
Pre or Early Adolescents at Wave 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.063
(0.123)
-0.112
(0.113)
-0.113
(0.112)
(0.028)
(-0.051)
(-0.051)
-0.262
(0.098)*
-0.165
(0.089)†
-0.146
(0.089)
(-0.148)
(-0.093)
(-0.083)
0.065
(0.014)**
0.028
(0.013)*
0.022
(0.013)†
(0.269)
(0.116)
(0.090)
0.105
(0.013)**
0.094
(0.013)**
(0.454)
(0.406)
-0.009
(0.004)*
(-0.132)
0.101
0.271
0.284
297

In the second model, adding the lagged measure of delinquency, higher scores
on the dating scale at wave three were associated with increases in delinquency
between wave three and wave six among pre and early adolescents. The lagged
delinquency measure was also significant in the model. Higher scores on the
delinquency scale at wave three were associated with higher scores on the delinquency
scale at wave six at the .01 level. Model two among pre and early adolescents
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explained about twenty-seven percent of the variation in delinquency among
adolescents at wave six through gender, dating, and delinquency at wave three. Race
was not significant in the model.
In model three among pre and early adolescents dating remained a marginally
significant, at the .1 level, predictor of an increase in delinquency between waves three
and six. High scores on the dating scale at wave three were associated with higher
scores on the delinquency scale at wave six even holding delinquency at wave three
constant. Delinquency at wave three was also a statistically significant predictor of
delinquency at wave six at the .01 level with higher levels of delinquency in wave three
associated with higher levels of delinquency in wave six. Self-control was also a
significant predictor of delinquency at the .05 level with lower levels of self-control
associated with increases in delinquency between waves. Model three explained 28.4
percent of the variation in delinquency among pre and early adolescents longitudinally
through dating, past delinquency, and level of self-control. Neither race, nor gender
were significant in the model.
Among individuals who were in their mid or late adolescence at wave three
(n=193), dating was a significant predictor of delinquency longitudinally at the .01 level,
with higher scores on the dating scale at wave three associated with higher scores on
the delinquency scale at wave six. Race was also a significant predictor of delinquency
in model one at the .05 level, while gender was not significant in the model. White
individuals in their mid to late adolescence at wave three were more likely than nonwhite individuals to score high on the delinquency scale at wave six. Model one
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explained nine percent of the variation in delinquency among mid and late adolescents
longitudinally.
Once the lagged measure of delinquency was added in model two, dating was no
longer a significant predictor of delinquency among mid and late adolescents. Lagged
delinquency, however was a significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 levels with
higher scores on the delinquency scale at wave three associated with higher scores on
the delinquency scale at wave six. Race was also a significant predictor of delinquency
at the .01 level in model two with white adolescents more likely to have increases in
their scores on the delinquency scale at wave six compared to wave three than nonwhites. Through race and lagged delinquency variables model two explained 42.6
percent of the longitudinal variation in delinquency among individuals who were in their
mid to late adolescence at wave three. Gender was not a significant predictor of
delinquency in the model.
Table 10. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age group with
delinquency as the dependent variable among mid and late adolescents.

Variable
Race
Gender
Dating
Lagged
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Delinquency
Mid or Late Adolescents at Wave 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
-0.310
(0.140)*
-0.329
(0.111)**
-0.341
(0.110)**
(-0.154)
(-0.164)
(-0.170)
-0.076
(0.114)
0.081
(0.092)
0.099
(0.091)
(-0.047)
(0.050)
(0.061)
0.057
(0.016)**
0.020
(0.013)
0.015
(0.013)
(0.245)
(0.085)
(0.066)
0.075
(0.007)**
0.065
(0.008)**
(0.612)
(0.529)
-0.010
(0.005)*
(-0.150)
0.090
0.426
0.440
193
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Self-control was added as a control in model three and was a significant predictor
of delinquency at the .05 level with lower levels of self-control at wave three associated
with increases in delinquency between wave three and wave six. As in model two, race
was a significant predictor of increases in delinquency between waves at the .01 level
with whites more likely than non-whites to increase their delinquency. Lagged
delinquency was also a significant predictor of delinquency longitudinally in model three
at the .01 level. Individuals with high scores on the delinquency scale at wave three
were more likely than others to score high on the delinquency scale at wave six. Overall
the model explained forty-four percent of the longitudinal variation in delinquency
among mid to late adolescents through delinquency, race, and self-control. Neither
gender, nor dating, the independent variable in this model, were significant.
Comparing the pre and early adolescent models to those of the mid to late
adolescents suggest that as in prior literature age is a significant factor in the findings of
this project. Among individuals who were in their pre and early adolescence at wave
three dating remained at least a marginally significant predictor of delinquency in all
models, even once prior delinquency and level of self-control were held constant
suggesting that dating in that age group may be causal of delinquency. Alternately
however, once lagged delinquency was added to the models, dating was not a
significant factor in the second or third models among individuals who were in their mid
to late adolescence at wave three. The r-squared value in models two and three was
also higher among mid to late adolescents than for the younger age group, although it
was similar for both first models. Altogether these models suggest that among pre and
early adolescents dating may increase delinquency, however among mid to late
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adolescents any dating effect on delinquency may already have taken place and is
accounted for in the lagged delinquency measure.
Disaggregated by Gender – Longitudinal models, disaggregated by gender,
compare the influence of dating on delinquency for males and females. In the first
longitudinal model disaggregated by gender, dating is the only significant predictor of
delinquency among adolescent males (n=202). Dating at wave three is a significant
predictor of delinquency at wave six at the .01 level, such that higher scores on the
dating scale are associated with higher scores on the delinquency for the males in the
sample. Neither of the demographic controls were significant in the model and overall
the model explained 8.6 percent of the variance in delinquency among adolescent
males.
Table 11. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender with
delinquency as the dependent variable among male adolescents.

Variable
Age
Race
Dating
Lagged
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Delinquency
Male
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
-0.010
(0.041)
-0.087
(0.038)*
(-0.017)
(-0.146)
-0.010
(0.163)
-0.052
(0.143)
(-0.004)
(-0.022)
0.075
(0.018)**
0.031
(0.017)†
(0.295)
(0.122)
0.075
(0.010)**
(0.513)
0.086
0.294
202

Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
-0.085
(0.038)*
(-0.143)
-0.052
(0.143)
(-0.022)
0.028
(0.017)†
(0.110)
0.070
(0.010)**
(0.482)
-0.006
(0.005)
(-0.081)
0.299

In the second model with the lagged measure of delinquency added, dating
remained marginally significant at the .1 level with higher scores on the dating scale at
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wave three associated with increases in delinquency between waves. Age was also a
significant predictor of increases in delinquency among adolescent males at the .05
level. Younger males were more likely to increase their delinquency scores in the wave
six compared to wave three, than older males. The lagged delinquency measure was a
predictor of delinquency at wave six with males who had higher scores on the
delinquency scale at wave three more likely to also have higher scores on the
delinquency scale at wave six than otherwise similar males. Overall the second model
explained 29.4 percent of the variation in delinquency among adolescent males.
Adding self-control to the model for the third male model did not change the
significance of the other variables in the model. Dating remained a marginally significant
predictor of delinquency at the .1 level in the model with higher scores on the dating
scale associated with increases in delinquency between waves. Age also remained
significant at the .05 level with younger males more likely than older males to increase
their delinquency score in wave six compared to their wave three score. The lagged
measure of wave three delinquency remained a significant predictor of delinquency at
wave six at the .01 level with those males who scored higher on the delinquency scale
at wave three more likely than others to score high on the delinquency scale at wave
six. Self-control was not a significant longitudinal predictor of delinquency in the third
model among adolescent males. In combination with the cross-sectional models, the
longitudinal model suggests that the influence of self-control on delinquency may occur
prior to the lagged delinquency measure in the model, that self-control did not predict an
increase in delinquency between waves for male adolescents and any variance selfcontrol might have explained is accounted for in the lagged delinquency measure.
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Overall the third model explained 29.9 percent of the variance in delinquency among
males in the sample. Race was not significant in any of the models.
In the first longitudinal female model (n=288), as in the first male model, dating is
the only significant predictor of delinquency included. Dating at wave three is a
significant predictor of delinquency at wave six with those females who scored higher on
the dating scale more likely to also score high on the delinquency scale. The model
explained 7.8 percent of the variance in delinquency among female adolescents through
dating behaviors. Neither race, nor age, the demographic controls, were significant in
the model.
Table 12. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender with
delinquency as the dependent variable among female adolescents.

Variable
Age
Race
Dating
Lagged
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Delinquency
Female
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.041
(0.029)
-0.031
(0.026)
(0.083)
(-0.062)
-0.133
(0.111)
-0.255
(0.096)**
(-0.068)
(-0.131)
0.053
(0.013)**
0.025
(0.011)*
(0.240)
(0.14)
0.099
(0.010)**
(0.547)
0.078
0.326
288

Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
-0.015
(0.026)
(-0.030)
-0.269
(0.095)**
(-0.138)
0.016
(0.012)
(0.071)
0.080
(0.011)**
(0.444)
-0.012
(0.004)**
(-0.197)
0.352

In the second model dating was a significant predictor of increases in
delinquency between wave three and wave six. Dating was significant in the model at
the .05 level with higher levels of dating associated with increases in delinquency. Race
was also significant in the model at the .01 level. White adolescents were more likely
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than non-white adolescents to increase their scores on the delinquency scale in
between waves three and six. The lagged measure of wave three delinquency was also
a significant predictor of wave six delinquency at the .01 level. Higher scores on the
delinquency scale at wave three were associated with higher scores on the delinquency
scale at wave six. Overall, 32.6 percent of the variation in delinquency was explained
through prior delinquency, dating, and race. Age was not a significant longitudinal
predictor of delinquency among females in the second model.
Among females in the third model, with the lagged delinquency measure and
self-control included in the model, dating was no longer a significant predictor of
delinquency longitudinally. Race remained a significant predictor of an increase in
delinquency between waves three and six at the .01 level in the third model. White
adolescents were more likely than non-white adolescents to have higher scores on the
delinquency scale at wave six than their scores at wave three. Self-control was also a
significant predictor of changes in the adolescent females’ scores on the delinquency
scale in the third model at the .01 level. Females with lower levels of self-control were
more likely than those with higher levels of self-control to increase their delinquency
between waves three and six. The lagged measure of delinquency was a significant
predictor of delinquency at wave six at the .01 level. High scores on the delinquency
scale at wave three were associated with high scores on the delinquency scale at wave
six. The third model explained 35.2 percent of the variance in delinquency among
female adolescents. Age was not a significant predictor of delinquency in any of the
female models.
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Delinquency as a Predictor of Dating
Cross-sectional Models
As in the models above in which dating was the independent variable, I began
testing dating as a dependent variable with delinquency as an independent variable with
cross-sectional models at each wave. Models included demographic controls and
delinquency as the independent variable, and then added self-control to the second
model. At wave three (n=622), in the first model delinquency was a statistically
significant predictor of delinquency at the .01 level. Higher scores on the delinquency
scale predicted higher scores on the dating scale. Age was also statistically significant
in the model at the .01 level with higher ages associated with higher levels of dating.
Delinquency and age explained 15.5 percent of the variation in dating in model one.
Neither race, nor gender were significant in the model.
Table 13. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency at wave three with dating as
the dependent variable.
Cross Sectional Wave 3: Predicting Dating
Model 1
Model 2
Variable
Coefficient
S.E.
Coefficient
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.268
(0.089)**
0.294
(0.087)**
Age
(0.119)
(0.130)
0.033
(0.333)
-0.017
(0.323)
Race
(0.004)
(-0.002)
-0.126
(0.271)
0.039
(0.264)
Gender
(-0.017)
(0.005)
0.216
(0.026)**
0.136
(0.028)**
Delinquency
(0.335)
(0.211)
-0.070
(0.011)**
Self-Control
(-0.257)
R2
0.155
0.205
N
622

In model two, with self-control added to the model, delinquency remained a
significant predictor of dating at the .01 level. Higher scores on the delinquency scale
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were associated with higher scores on the dating scale at wave three. As in the first
model, age was also a significant predictor of dating at the .01 level at wave three, with
higher ages associated with higher scores on the dating scale. In addition, self-control
was a significant predictor of dating at the .01 level with lower levels of self-control
associated with higher scores on the dating scale. In all, the second model explained
20.5 percent of the variance in dating behaviors among adolescents at wave three.
Race and gender remained insignificant in the second model.
At wave six (n=637), in the first model delinquency was a significant predictor of
dating at the .01 level. Higher scores on the delinquency scale were associated with
higher scores on the dating scale. Age was a significant predictor of dating at the .01
level as well, with higher ages associated with higher levels of participation in dating. In
addition, race was a marginally statistically significant predictor of dating in wave six at
the .1 level with white adolescents more likely than non-white adolescents to score high
on the delinquency scale. Only six percent of the variation in dating among adolescents
was explained through age, race, and delinquency in model one, and gender was not
significant in the model.
In model two, delinquency was no longer a significant predictor of dating among
adolescents at wave six when level of self-control was held constant. Age and race,
however, remained significant predictors of dating. Age was a significant predictor of
dating at the .01 level, with higher ages associated with higher scores on the dating
scale. Race was significant at the .05 level and white adolescents were more likely than
non-white adolescents to score higher on the dating scale. Self-control was also a
significant predictor of dating among adolescents in wave six at the .01 level and lower
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levels of self-control were associated with higher scores on the dating scale. Model two
explained just 11.5 percent of the variation in dating behaviors among adolescents in
wave six. As in model one, gender was not significantly related to dating in model two.
Table 14. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency at wave six with dating as the
dependent variable.
Cross Sectional Wave 6: Predicting Dating
Model 1
Model 2
Variable
Coefficient
S.E.
Coefficient
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.332
(0.079)**
0.346
(0.077)**
Age
(0.162)
(0.168)
-0.609
(0.349)†
-0.700
(0.340)*
Race
(-0.068)
(-0.078)
-0.351
(0.269)
-0.196
(0.262)
Gender
(-0.051)
(-0.029)
0.076
(0.019)**
0.029
(0.020)
Delinquency
(0.156)
(0.060)
-0.066
(0.010)**
Self-Control
(-0.257)
R2
0.060
0.115
N
637

Disaggregated by Age Group - In the first cross-sectional model disaggregated
by age delinquency was a significant predictor of dating at the .01 level among pre and
early adolescents in wave three (n=353). Higher scores on the delinquency scale were
associated with higher scores on the dating scale in the model. The model explained
just under fifteen percent of the variation in dating behavior among pre and early
adolescents through delinquency behaviors. Neither race, nor gender was significant in
model one among pre and early adolescents.
In model two, delinquency remained a statistically significant predictor of dating
at the .01 level among pre and early adolescents. More participation in delinquency was
associated with higher scores on the dating scale. Self-control was also a significant
predictor of delinquency at the .01 level among pre and early adolescents in model two.
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Lower levels of self-control were associated with higher scores on the dating scale.
Overall, self-control and delinquency levels of pre and early adolescents explained 20.2
percent of the variation in dating at wave three. Both race and gender were insignificant
in the model.
Table 15. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age groups
at wave three with dating as the dependent variable.

Variable
Race
Gender
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 3: Predicting Dating by Age
Pre and Early Adolescents
Mid and Late Adolescents
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
-0.011
(0.462)
0.030
(0.447)
-0.119
(0.474)
-0.236
(0.467)
(-0.001)
(0.003)
(-0.015)
(-0.029)
-0.180
(0.366)
-0.003
(0.357)
0.036
(0.397)
0.155
(0.392)
(-0.025)
(0.000)
(0.005)
(0.023)
0.354 (0.047)** 0.255 (0.050)** 0.167 (0.029)** 0.102 (0.035)**
(0.380)
(0.273)**
(0.334)
(0.205)
-0.068 (0.014)**
-0.063 (0.020)**
(-0.259)
(-0.228)
0.147
0.202
0.111
0.145
353
269

Cross-sectional models predicting dating at wave three among mid and late
adolescents (n=269) explained somewhat less variance than, but were similar to, those
predicting dating among the younger age group. In the first model delinquency was a
significant predictor of dating at the .01 level with higher scores on the delinquency
scale associated with higher scores on the dating scale. Delinquency explained about
eleven percent of the variance in dating behavior in model one. In model two,
delinquency remained a statistically significant predictor of dating at the .01 level with
higher scores on the delinquency scale associated with higher scores on the dating
scale. Self-control, the variable added to the model was also significant at the .01 level.
Lower levels of self-control were associated with higher scores on the dating scale
among mid and late adolescents at wave three. Overall, 14.5 percent of the variation in
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dating behaviors among mid and late adolescents was explained through delinquency
and self-control in model two. Neither race, nor gender were significant in either model
among mid to late adolescents at wave three.
At wave six among pre and early adolescents (n=332), delinquency was a
statistically significant predictor of dating at the .01 level in the first model. Neither race,
nor gender were significant predictors of dating in model one for wave six. Model one,
overall was fairly weak, explaining only 4.5 percent of the variance in dating among pre
and early adolescents at wave six. Once self-control was added to the model
delinquency was no longer a significant predictor of dating among pre and early
adolescents at wave six. In model two, self-control was the only statistically significant
predictor of dating behavior among pre and early adolescents at wave six and was
significant at the .01 level. Lower levels of self-control were associated with higher
scores on the delinquency scale. In model two, through self-control, 13.5 percent of the
variation in dating behavior in the sample was explained.
Table 16. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age groups
at wave six with dating as the dependent variable.

Variable
Race
Gender
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 6: Predicting Dating by Age
Pre and Early Adolescents
Mid and Late Adolescents
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
-0.640 (0.517)
-0.767 (0.493)
-0.679 (0.476) -0.725 (0.471)
(-0.068)
(-0.081)
(-0.081)
(-0.087)
-0.579 (0.387)
-0.418 (0.370)
-0.155 (0.377) -0.042 (0.375)
(-0.082)
(-0.060)
(-0.024)
(-0.006)
0.096 (0.030)** 0.030
(0.031)
0.058 (0.025)* 0.030
(0.027)
(0.180)
(0.056)
(0.132)
(0.070)
-0.083 (0.014)**
-0.043 (0.016)**
(-0.329)
(-0.168)
0.045
0.135
0.025
0.048
332
305

55

As in the wave three models, despite models for mid to late adolescents at wave
six (n=305) explaining less variance overall, the models for mid to late adolescents were
very similar to the models including pre and early adolescents. In the first model of mid
and late adolescents at wave six delinquency was a statistically significant predictor of
dating at the .05 level with higher scores on the delinquency scale associated with
higher scores on the dating scale. The model explained only 2.5 percent of the variance
in dating among mid and late adolescents and neither race, nor gender were significant
in the model. In the second model self-control was significant at the .01 level, and was
the only significant predictor of dating among mid to late adolescents in wave six.
Delinquency was not significant in the model, and the overall model was weak
explaining just under five percent of the variance in dating among mid to late
adolescents in wave six.
Disaggregated by Gender - At wave three in the first model disaggregated by
gender, delinquency is a significant predictor of dating at the .01 level among male
adolescents (n=265). Higher scores on the delinquency scale are associated with higher
scores on the dating scale. Neither age, nor race were significant predictors of dating in
the model. The model explained about sixteen percent of the variance in dating among
males through delinquency behavior. With self-control added to the model, delinquency
remained the only significant predictor of dating in the second model. Delinquency was
significant at the .01 level in the model and 18.7 percent of the variance in dating among
males was explained through delinquency behavior. Both control variables were not
significant in the model, and self-control was also not a significant predictor of dating
among adolescent males in wave three.
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In the first female model, delinquency was a significant predictor of dating at the
.01 level among adolescent females at wave three (n=357). Higher scores on the
delinquency scale were associated with higher scores on the dating scale. Age was also
a significant predictor of dating among adolescent females with higher ages associated
with higher scores on the delinquency scale. Race, however, was not a significant
predictor of delinquency in the model. Overall, 16.7 percent of the variation in dating
behavior among adolescent females at wave three was explained through age and
delinquency behavior in the first wave three model.
Table 17. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender at
wave three with dating as the dependent variable.

Variable
Age
Race
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 3: Predicting Dating by Gender
Male
Female
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.086
(0.135)
0.096
(0.133)
0.387 (0.118)** 0.441 (0.114)**
(0.038)
(0.042)
(0.171)
(0.195)
0.839
(0.509)
0.752
(0.503)
-0.539
(0.436)
-0.527
(0.418)
(0.094)
(0.084)
(-0.060)
(-0.059)
0.202 (0.033)** 0.158 (0.036)** 0.237 (0.039)** 0.110 (0.044)*
(0.367)
(0.287)
(0.315)
(0.146)
-0.049
(0.017)
-0.086 (0.015)**
(-0.182)
(-0.308)
0.161
0.187
0.167
0.236
265
357

In the second female model at wave three with self-control added to the model,
delinquency remained a significant predictor of dating at the .05 level, where higher
levels of delinquency were associated with greater participation in dating. Age also
remained a significant predictor of dating with higher ages associated with higher scores
on the dating scale. Self-control was also a significant predictor of dating in the model at
the .01 level. Lower levels of self-control in adolescent females was associated with
greater participation in dating. Race was not a significant predictor in the model. Overall,
57

including self-control in the second model explained nearly twenty-four percent of the
variance in dating behavior among females at wave three through delinquency, selfcontrol, and age.
In the first male model predicting dating at wave six, the only statistically
significant predictor of dating is age, which was only marginally significant in the model
at the .1 level (n=260). Higher ages were associated with higher scores on the dating
scale. Race and delinquency were both not significant in the model. Overall, the model
was weak, explaining just below three percent of the variance in dating among males at
wave six.
In the second model, age remained marginally significant at the .1 level, while
race and delinquency remained insignificant in the model. Self-control, however, was a
significant predictor of dating at the .01 level in the model with lower levels of selfcontrol associated with higher scores on the dating scale. The model explained
approximately eight percent of the variance in dating among adolescent males at wave
six.
Table 18. The cross sectional relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender at
wave six with dating as the dependent variable.

Variable
Age
Race
Delinquency
Self-Control
R2
N

Cross Sectional Wave 6: Predicting Dating by Gender
Male
Female
Model 1
Model 2
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
Beta
0.218 (0.124)† 0.231
(0.120)†
0.389 (0.102)** 0.407 (0.100)**
(0.109)
(0.115)
(0.187)
(0.195)
-0.825 (0.525) -0.796
(0.511)
-0.335
(0.463)
-0.536
(0.454)
(-0.098)
(-0.095)
(-0.036)
(-0.057)
0.036
(0.023)
.000
(0.024)
-0.167 (0.034)** 0.102 (0.036)**
(0.097)
(.000)
(0.240)
(0.147)
-0.062 (0.016)**
-0.063 (0.014)**
(-0.251)
(-0.235)
0.028
0.082
0.100
0.146
260
377
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Among females at wave six (n=377), delinquency was a significant predictor of
dating at the .01 level with higher scores on the delinquency scale associated with
higher scores on the dating scale. Age was also a statistically significant predictor of
dating among adolescent females in the model with higher ages associated with higher
scores on the dating scale. Overall, the model explained ten percent of the variance in
dating among adolescent females at wave six, through knowledge of age and
delinquency behaviors. Race was not significant in the model.
In the second model with self-control held constant delinquency remained a
significant predictor of dating at the .01 level. Higher scores on the delinquency scale
were associated with higher scores on the dating scale. Age also remained significant at
the .01 level in the second model with older ages associated with greater participation in
dating. Self-control was also a significant predictor of dating at the .01 level in the
second wave six female model. Lower levels of self-control were associated with higher
scores on the dating scale. All together the model explained 14.6 percent of the
variation in dating among adolescent females at wave six. Race was not significant in
the model.
Longitudinal Models
Longitudinal models using delinquency and self-control to predict dating indicate
little longitudinal relationship between the independent variables and the dependent
variable in the models. In the first longitudinal model, delinquency is a significant
predictor of dating at the .01 level (n=510). Higher scores on the delinquency scale at
wave three predict higher scores on the dating scale at wave six. In addition, age was a
significant predictor in the model at the .05 level with participants who were a higher age
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at wave three more likely to have high scores on the dating scale at wave six than their
younger counterparts. The model explained just four percent of the variation in dating at
wave six through age and delinquency behavior at wave three. Neither race, nor gender
were significant in the model.
Table 19. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency with dating as the dependent
variable.

Variable
Age
Race
Gender
Delinquency
Lagged Dating
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Dating
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.222
(0.099)*
0.088
(0.085)
(0.104)
(0.041)
-0.435
(0.374)
-0.477
(0.322)
(-0.051)
(-0.056)
-0.366
(0.297)
-0.321
(0.256)
(-0.054)
(-0.048)
0.077
(0.029)**
-0.026
(0.026)
(0.126)
(-0.043)
0.497
(0.037)**
(0.539)
0.040
0.291
510

Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
0.095
(0.086)
(0.045)
-0.487
(0.322)
(-0.057)
-0.298
(0.257)
(-0.044)
-0.036
(0.028)
(-0.058)
0.490
(0.038)**
(0.533)
-0.009
(0.011)
(-0.036)
0.292

With the addition of the lagged measure of dating in the second model, none of
the other measures included in the model were significant predictors of dating
longitudinally. The lagged dating measure, however was a significant predictor of dating
at wave six at the .01 level. Higher levels of dating at wave three were significantly
related to higher levels of dating at wave six among adolescents in the second model.
The addition of self-control in the third model was not a significant predictor of dating
longitudinally. Both the second and the third model were able to explain about twentynine percent of the variance in dating at wave six through dating behavior at wave three.
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Neither delinquency, nor any of the other control variables were significant predictors of
dating in the model.
Disaggregated by Age Group – Disaggregated by age the longitudinal models
reflect the overall model above. In the first longitudinal model among both pre to early
and mid to late adolescents the delinquency is a significant predictor of dating at the .05
level and higher scores on the delinquency scale at wave three were associated with
higher scores on the dating scale at wave six. However, in all of the models once prior
dating is added into the models as lagged dating, none of the other variables included in
the model are significant predictors of dating. Dating at wave three among pre to early
adolescents explained about twenty six percent of the variance in dating behavior
among those adolescents at wave six. Similarly, dating behavior at wave three among
mid to late adolescents explains about thirty-three percent of the variance in dating at
wave six among the older adolescents.
Table 20. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age group with
dating as the dependent variable among pre and early adolescents.

Variable
Race
Gender
Delinquency
Lagged Dating
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Dating
Pre or Early Adolescents at Wave 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
-0.660
(0.513)
-0.652
(0.448)
-0.659
(0.448)
(-0.074)
(-0.073)
(-0.074)
-0.412
(0.400)
-0.440
(0.349)
-0.401
(0.351)
(-0.059)
(-0.063)
(-0.057)
0.109
(0.050)*
-0.060
(0.047)
-0.076
(0.049)
(0.127)
(-0.071)
(-0.089)
0.502
(0.051)**
0.491
(0.052)**
(0.524)
(0.512)
-0.014
(0.014)
(-0.057)
0.023
0.259
0.262
309
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Table 21. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by age group with
dating as the dependent variable among mid and late adolescents.

Variable
Race
Gender
Delinquency
Lagged Dating
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Dating
Mid or Late Adolescents at Wave 3
Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
Beta
-0.163
(0.546)
-0.125
(0.452)
-0.117
(0.455)
(-0.021)
(-0.016)
(-0.015)
-0.286
(0.441)
-0.172
(0.366)
-0.183
(0.369)
(-0.046)
(-0.028)
(-0.030)
0.068
(0.033)*
-0.005
(0.028)
0.000
(0.034)
(0.148)
(-0.010)
(0.000)
0.508
(0.053)**
0.510
(0.054)**
(0.578)
(0.580)
0.005
(0.019)
(0.019)
0.026
0.334
0.334
201

Disaggregated by Gender – Disaggregated by gender, the first male longitudinal
model includes no significant predictors of dating (n=208). Age, race, and delinquency
are all insignificant in the model. In the second model, lagged dating is a significant
predictor of dating at wave six at the .01 level. Adolescent males who scored higher on
the dating scale at wave three are also likely to score high on the dating scale at wave
six. None of the other wave three measures are significant predictors of dating at wave
six in the model. In addition, the only significant predictor of dating at wave six in the
third model is the lagged dating measure. Self-control is not significant in the model.
Both model two and three explain nearly sixteen percent of the variation in dating
among adolescent males at wave six longitudinally through their participation in dating
at wave three.
Among females, age was marginally significant at the .5 in the first longitudinal
model predicting dating at wave six (n=302). Higher ages at wave three were
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associated with higher scores on the dating scale at wave six. Delinquency was also a
significant predictor in the model at the .01 level, where higher scores on the
delinquency scale at wave three predict higher scores on the dating scale at wave six
among adolescent females. The first model explained nearly six percent of the variance
in dating among female adolescents longitudinally through age and delinquency. Race
was not significant in the model. Once the lagged dating measure was added to the
second and third models, however, none of the other variables remained significant in
the models. The lagged measure of dating was a significant predictor of dating at the
.01 level in both the second and third model among adolescent females. Each model
explained about forty percent of the variation in dating among adolescent females
through their dating behavior in wave three. None of the other measures included in the
model, including delinquency and self-control, were significant longitudinal predictors of
dating holding prior dating constant through the lagged dating measure.
Table 22. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender with
dating as the dependent variable among male adolescents.

Variable
Age
Race
Delinquency
Lagged Dating
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Dating
Male
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.169
(0.160)
0.111
(0.149)
(0.077)
(0.051)
-0.451
(0.617)
-0.700
(0.575)
(-0.051)
(-0.079)
0.040
(0.039)
-0.034
(0.039)
(0.075)
(-0.063)
0.367
(0.063)**
(0.403)
0.017
0.157
208

Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
0.107
(0.149)
(0.049)
-0.705
(0.576)
(-0.080)
-0.026
(0.041)
(-0.049)
0.373
(0.065)**
(0.410)
0.009
(0.018)
(0.037)
0.158
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Table 23. The longitudinal relationship between dating and delinquency disaggregated by gender with
dating as the dependent variable among female adolescents.

Variable
Age
Race
Delinquency
Lagged Dating
Self-Control
R2
N

Longitudinal: Predicting Dating
Female
Model 1
Model 2
Coeff.
S.E.
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
Beta
0.236
(0.126)†
0.033
(0.101)
(0.113)
(0.016)
-0.468
(0.470)
-0.289
(0.374)
(-0.056)
(-0.035)
0.124
(0.042)**
-0.006
(0.035)
(0.178)
(-0.008)
0.588
(0.045)**
(0.620)
0.059
0.407
302

Model 3
Coeff.
S.E.
Beta
0.056
(0.102)
(0.027)
-0.330
(0.374)
(-0.040)
-0.032
(0.039)
(-0.045)
0.574
(0.046)**
(0.620)
-0.021
(0.014)
(-0.078)
0.411
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
Dating as a Predictor of Delinquency
In line with the findings of the previous research, cross-sectionally there is a
significant relationship between dating and delinquency among adolescents when
delinquency is the dependent variable. Dating is a significant predictor of delinquency in
the overall wave three and six models predicting delinquency through the adolescents’
dating behavior. The relationship between dating and delinquency in these models
remains with age, race, and gender held constant, as well as once self-control is added
to the model. In each of the overall cross-sectional models using dating to predict
delinquency, self-control adds to the models, and is a significant predictor of
delinquency in addition to dating. In overall cross-sectional models using dating as an
independent variable and delinquency as a dependent variable the relationship between
dating and delinquency does not appear to be spurious as a result of the influence of
self-control.
Disaggregation of the cross-sectional models by the control variables reveals
some variation in the relationship between dating and delinquency. In the models with
delinquency as the dependent variable which I disaggregated by age, dating provides
greater predictive power in understanding delinquency in the younger portion of the
sample than it does among the older adolescents in the sample at both waves. Dating is
also a stronger predictor of delinquency at wave three than it is at wave six in all models
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suggesting that in addition to the age differences within the sample, the increased age
of the entire sample at wave six has the impact of reducing the importance of dating to
understanding the adolescents’ delinquency. In all age-disaggregated models of
delinquency, dating provides greater predictive power among the younger sample. The
models including the mid to late adolescents are similar to those of younger adolescents
at wave three, while at wave six there is little to no remaining relationship between
dating and delinquency once self-control is held constant. At wave three adding selfcontrol to the model increases the explanatory power of the model to nearly twenty
percent. In the wave six model, the explanatory power of the first model of older
adolescents is very weak, and once self-control is added to the model, dating is no
longer a significant predictor of delinquency. These findings indicate that, as was found
in previous research, the impact of adolescents’ dating on their participation in
delinquency varies by age with younger adolescents’ dating more likely to predict their
delinquency than older adolescents.
In models disaggregated by gender, some variation in the predictive power of
dating on delinquency is seen, particularly at wave six. In the wave three models, dating
is a significant predictor of delinquency among both males and females, even once selfcontrol is included in the models. Age is also a significant predictor of delinquency at
wave three, further suggesting the importance of age to the relationship between dating
and delinquency. In both wave six and wave three dating is a significant predictor of
delinquency among the females in the sample. Dating is also a significant predictor of
delinquency among males in the sample at wave three. However, once self-control is
added into the wave six model, dating is no longer a significant predictor of delinquency.
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These findings suggest that in some portions of the sample, particularly older males, the
relationship between dating and delinquency may in fact be spurious and a result of the
correlation of self-control with both dating and delinquency.
The overall longitudinal model predicting delinquency at wave six through dating
at wave three suggests that dating may in fact be causal of delinquency. Dating
remained a significant predictor of delinquency in each overall longitudinal model even
as lagged delinquency, and self-control were added into the models. The control
variables also became significant predictors of changes in delinquency once wave three
delinquency is controlled for. Lower levels of self-control and higher participation in
dating are significant predictors of increases in delinquency between waves three and
six.
Disaggregated by age, the longitudinal models are only able to predict increases
in delinquency among the younger adolescents through dating. Among the older portion
of the sample, changes in delinquency can be accounted for by self-control, but dating
does not remain a significant predictor once the lagged measure of delinquency is
added to the model. Findings from these models indicate that the causal relationship
between dating and delinquency that was seen in the overall model may only exist
among younger adolescents. Greater participation in dating at younger ages is
associated with later participation in delinquent behaviors.
Finally, disaggregated models of delinquency suggest that dating is associated
with an increase in delinquency over time among adolescent males in the models; the
relationship does not remain for females once self-control is added to the model. This
finding somewhat contradicts expectations following the cross-sectional findings which
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indicated that there is greater predictive power in knowing the females’ participation in
dating than the males. There are several possible explanations of why dating is a
significant predictor of delinquency among females cross-sectionally, but not
longitudinally. It is likely that the impact of dating on delinquency has already occurred
among the females in the sample, and therefore their participation in dating may already
be accounted for in their wave three levels of dating. Additionally, female self-control
and participation in delinquency may both be impacted by the delinquent behaviors of
their partners through their exposure to partners and adolescents with a greater
propensity for participating in delinquency and as a result any impact of dating may be
accounted for in changes in self-control.
Overall, dating does appear to be a significant predictor of delinquency among
adolescents, particularly younger adolescents, and there is some indication that dating
may in fact cause delinquent behavior in some adolescents. Although self-control does
appear to play a role within the relationship, it does not appear to be a confounding
factor between dating and delinquency. Alternative explanations for the remaining
relationship include two theoretical approaches which saw some support in empirical
research, social learning and labeling theories (Rebellon and Manasse 2004, Sefferin et
al. 2009). Social learning appears to present the most likely explanation of the
relationship between dating and delinquency, accounting for the potential adjustment of
behaviors and levels of self-control of an individual as they enter adolescence. Social
learning could also account for the longitudinal findings regarding females in this study,
and the possibility that females are in fact adapting their behavior to the males in their
relationships. Prior research suggests that the impact of dating partners on adolescent
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behavior is large and unique, and that daters are more likely to adapt to their partners
physically harming behaviors than their beneficial ones (Lonardo et al. 2009; Haynie,
Giordano, Manning, and Longmore 2005, Kennedy et al. 2011, Aalsma et al. 2012). In
addition, with existing work that suggests that self-control can be changed through
interaction, it is possible that there is an impact of learning on the adolescents’
individual self-control which should be included in tests of dating and delinquency
(Meldrum et al. 2012, Chapple 2005).

Delinquency as a Predictor of Dating
Delinquency is not as clear a predictor of dating as dating is of delinquency. In
the cross-sectional models, some portions of the sample exhibit a relationship between
delinquent behaviors and dating, however the relationships are also generally weaker
than those seen in the models predicting delinquency through dating. In the wave three
cross-sectional model delinquency is significantly related to dating, even controlling for
self-control. In the wave six model, however, once self-control is included in the model
delinquency is no longer a significant predictor of dating. In each of the overall crosssectional models, self-control is a significant predictor of dating, suggesting that the
application of self-control to dating behaviors is an effective approach to predicting
dating.
Cross-sectional models predicting dating through delinquency disaggregated by
age reflect the overall cross-sectional models. Delinquency is a significant predictor of
dating among adolescents in the wave three models among both the younger and older
adolescents tested. Conversely, there is no relationship between delinquency and
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dating in the wave six models once self-control is accounted for. The models
disaggregated by gender are also similar with delinquency predicting dating at wave
three. A significant difference, however, exists in the wave six models. Among males at
wave six delinquency is not a significant predictor of dating even prior to accounting for
self-control. Among females at wave six, however, delinquency is a significant predictor
of dating even controlling for the level of self-control.
In the longitudinal models using delinquency at wave three to predict dating at
wave six, only the models which do not include a lagged measure of dating or the
adolescents’ self-control show significant relationships with wave three delinquency
predicting dating at wave six. Once participation in dating at wave three is accounted
for, the only significant predictor of dating longitudinally in the models is prior
participation in dating. This finding, in combination with the relatively weak crosssectional models suggests that if participation in dating does increase with delinquency,
the impact of that relationship has already occurred in the models and is not reflected in
longitudinal changes in dating behavior. This is especially possible with the relationship
primarily appearing in the wave three data, and not wave six. Future research into
delinquency as a predictor of dating will benefit from younger samples, however the
findings of this project do not suggest a causal relationship with delinquency causing
dating at this time.

Limitations
This thesis has several limitations. The data used, presents the primary
limitations through both the generalizability of the data, and the lack of certain
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questions. Variables specifically addressing the delinquent behavior of significant
others, and the level of sexual activity adolescents are taking part in, both would benefit
an understanding of the relationship between adolescent dating and delinquency. The
NHYS is not a random sample and only includes data from several middle and high
schools across southern New Hampshire, meaning that like other research on dating
and delinquency in adolescence, the findings from this thesis may not be generalizable
beyond the region, or more specifically, the schools in which the data was collected. In
addition, the data is limited by the sample size, which although each wave included
about one thousand individuals, in the longitudinal analyses only about five hundred
valid cases remained. Some behaviors relevant to this project, such as high
participation in all dating or delinquency behaviors, are relatively rare within the
population producing skew in the data. The racial makeup of the sample, as well as the
state of New Hampshire, are also not representative of the US population presenting
another limitation, and potential limitation to the generalizability of findings. New
Hampshire is considered one of the best states in the country for youth (Annie E. Casey
Foundation, 2013), suggesting again that findings on youth in NH may not be
generalizable to the nation. Analysis also only attempted to approximate heterosexual
dating behavior, as was the case in the literature, so the findings are not generalizable
to adolescents in same-sex dating relationships.
The lack of the presence of questions in the data set that would allow the
inclusion of either sexual behavior, or behavior of the significant other is another
limitation of this project. Some previous work suggested that the delinquent behavior, or
lack thereof, of the significant other was the most significant factor in predicting the
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relationship between an adolescent’s dating and delinquency behaviors (Giordano et
al., 2008). Although the data set does allow the possibility of looking at the behavior of
“friends,” there is no specific data in the NHYS on the behavior of an individual’s dating
partner, as a result I was unable to include dating partners’ behavior in this project.
Other authors found that sexual activity was also a significant factor in predicting
participation in delinquency, with those who participated in sexual activity outside of
dating relationships more likely to participate in delinquency. Some individuals who
participated in sexual behaviors within dating relationships are less likely to participate
in delinquency, with age and gender also factoring into those relationships. Because the
NHYS did not include any questions that indicated a respondents sexual behaviors, I
was unable to include sexual activity in this project.
Finally, another potential limitation that may influence findings in this project is
the possibility that collinearity, or multicollinearity are influencing the findings. Most of
the individual variables included in this project are correlated at a bivariate level, for
instance there is a relationship between dating and age, delinquency and age,
delinquency and gender, as well as others. Due to correlations between the variables
used in the analysis as independent variables and control variables there is a possibility
that collinearity is a factor in the findings of this project. If collinearity is a factor, the Rsquared and significance of the overall model remains accurate, while the significance
of individual variables could be inaccurate. Factors that suggest collinearity include a
small sample size, however, the portion of the NHYS sample used in each model is not
especially small. High correlation (over .70) is also an indicator of collinearity between
independent variables. For this research, I tested the association between independent

72

variables using t-tests, and all correlations were moderate or low (below .5). As a result,
I do not believe that collinearity is a significant factor in this project overall, although it
may influence some of the findings in disaggregated models.

Conclusion
Overall, despite limitations, the findings in this research suggest that there is a
relationship between adolescent dating and delinquency. Dating is a predictor of
delinquency in this research, both longitudinally and cross-sectionally, with some
variation. For example, the relationship is stronger among younger adolescents and
longitudinally among males. Although this research did not find that the relationship
between dating and delinquency occurs only because each is related to self-control, an
individual’s level of self-control is related to delinquency and dating cross-sectionally.
These findings are important for assessing alternative explanations of the relationship
between dating and delinquency because prior research concerning the relationship
between dating and delinquency had not included measures of self-control. The findings
suggest that the relationship between dating and delinquency exists for reasons beyond
their common link with self-control.
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